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Abstract: This study aims to identify the antecedents of entrepreneurial activity in the agri-food sector
of the Portuguese region of Trás-os-Montes and Alto Douro (TMAD), taking into account a gender
perspective. Thus, we intend to assess whether the environment influences embeddedness, and
whether embeddedness, individual entrepreneurial orientation, innovative behaviour and gender
impact or influence the perceptions of feasibility and desirability as antecedents of entrepreneurial ac-
tivity of entrepreneurs in the agri-food sector of the TMAD region. The measurement instrument was
applied to 249 firms in the agri-food sector, created in the last 5 years. A model was conceptualised
where the relationships between the constructs relating to embeddedness, IEO and EI were presented,
and three control variables were subsequently added: the innovative behaviour, the environment
and gender. Univariate and multivariate statistical techniques, such as structural equation modelling,
were used to assess the proposed conceptual model. Thus, considering the complexity of the model
under study, we performed an analysis which considered personal factors or characteristics, such
as innovative behaviour, gender and IEO, as these are characteristics of the individual and may be
influenced or shaped by external factors such as the context, i.e., the environment and embeddedness.
Keywords: embeddedness; environment; individual entrepreneurial orientation; entrepreneurial
intention; innovative behaviour; female entrepreneurship; agri-food sector
1. Introduction
The concept of embeddedness has taken on multiple meanings and uses, reflecting the
timelessness of the term and the various theoretical traditions and empirical enigmas that
underlie it. In this sense, Dacin, Beal and Ventresca [1] treat embeddedness as a concept and
construct in dialogue with current research on organisations and institutions. Thus, there is
a proliferation of conceptual and empirical studies that integrate embeddedness, analysing
it in detail, in several themes, such as network theories and strategic alliances [2–4], organi-
sations and strategy [5], rural entrepreneurship [6,7], networks and organisations [6] and
network theory and cultural sociology [8].
In this context, Brush, de Bruin and Welter [9] warn of the scarcity of exploratory
studies on the role of gender in business creation and on the possible differences between
men and women concerning this topic. They also argue that the existence of initiatives
such as the Diana Project and the growing number of studies that have emerged in the last
15 years help to have a little more in-depth knowledge about this area, though a shortage
of comparative empirical studies persists [9–12].
Originally developed by Miller [13] and later exemplified by Covin and Slevin [14]
and expanded by Lumpkin and Dess [15], entrepreneurial orientation (EO) emerged as a
rigorous and robust scientific construct based on a stable body of knowledge cumulatively
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developed in the field of management [16]. EO reports a strategic organisational stance that
captures the specific processes, practices and activities that allow organisations to create
value through their involvement in business ventures [15].
Following the studies by Gerschewski, Lindsay and Rose [17], two new constructs
appear: on the one hand, entrepreneurial passion, which can be described as a fundamental
and necessary posture to be successful in business and, as Cardon et al. [18] mentioned, en-
trepreneurial passion is at the heart of entrepreneurship. On the other hand, perseverance,
which has been described as a necessary condition to be successful in starting and running
entrepreneurial businesses [19], relating to a continuous search to reach the proposed goal
despite the adversities [20], or according to Baum and Locke [19], perseverance involves
sustaining action and energy-oriented towards goals even when faced with obstacles.
The scale to measure these two new constructs was developed by Santos, Marques and
Ferreira [21].
Intentions exist when individuals purposefully seek to engage or persist in specific
activities [22]. Without intention, there is little or no reason to expect intentional action, so
intentions are fundamental for understanding behaviours [23]. In this sense, the decision
to become an entrepreneur can plausibly be considered voluntary and conscious [24];
therefore, it is pertinent to analyse how this decision is made [25]. In this sense, the en-
trepreneurial intention (EI) would be a previous and determining element for the realisation
of entrepreneurial behaviours [26,27]), with these being dependent on the individual’s
attitudes towards this behaviour [28].
In this context, the entrepreneurial event theory (entrepreneurial event model—
EEM) [29] considers the creation of the business as the result of the interaction between
contextual (or environment) factors, which would act through its influence on the individ-
ual’s perceptions. In this way, the consideration of the entrepreneurial option would occur
as a consequence of some external change, something that potentiated and that impelled
for the entrepreneurial act [30]. The responses of individuals to an external event would
then depend on their perceptions of the available alternatives, with two basic types of
perceptions: the perceived desirability, which refers to the degree to which the individual
is attracted to a particular behaviour (becoming an entrepreneur); and the perceived fea-
sibility, which is the degree to which people consider themselves personally capable of
performing a particular behaviour [31].
Considering entrepreneurship as a social phenomenon, subjective perceptions about
the context and the individual’s relative position in that same context are fundamental to
the emergence of intentions [32]. Thus, entrepreneurial intentions are intrinsically related
to personal perceptions, with the support and impulse that society provides, with the
context for the creation of the business and with the skills of the individual [33]. Therefore,
external circumstances would not directly determine the business creation behaviours but
would be the result of the analysis (conscious or unconscious) carried out by the individual
on the convenience and feasibility of the different possible alternatives in this situation [31].
Innovative behaviour (IB) has multiple dimensions that reveal themselves over time,
typically with idea generation and subsequent implementation as the main building blocks
of innovation [34,35].
Lukeš and Stephan [36] proposed a complementary, more developed model of em-
ployees’ innovative behaviour, which catches the main facets of the individual behaviours
of employees involved in the firm’s innovation processes. Thus, individual innovation
starts with the generation, search and communication of ideas, going through phases such
as their implementation encompassing preparatory activities, the involvement of others
and overcoming obstacles encountered. In other words, once an idea is generated, there
should be an involvement in social activities to find collaborators and partners or to build
an alliance to provide the power needed to bring the idea to fruition. Different activities
and different individual behaviours are essential at each stage [37,38].
Concerning studies that address themes related to subareas of entrepreneurship, such
as gender issues, or even minority entrepreneurship, such as race, ethnicity or class, these
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do not occur in a vacuum but are deeply rooted in several contexts, thus promoting the
recent debate in the area of entrepreneurship around the importance of contexts, that is,
the environment and social embeddedness [9,39–44].
In this sense, and although they already perform many of the functions of men, it is
clear that the differences between genders still register, depending on the territory and
context [45]. However, women entrepreneurs, being rooted in masculinity and considered
as outsiders, experience socioeconomic barriers that depend on the environment or context
in which they are inserted [45].
Thus, entrepreneurship research emphasises the interpretations of contexts of human
experience using the term embeddedness, considering that embeddedness in entrepreneur-
ship, namely in the area of female entrepreneurship, is not well researched and that it
should be mitigated [45]. Although there are studies that address the effects of these
constructs in isolation, there, as far as our knowledge goes, are no studies that establish
and seek to assess the direct and indirect effects of the influence and interaction of the di-
mensions under study. It should also be highlighted that there was a need to adapt and test
the innovative behaviour scale for entrepreneurs, as well as to provide a gender perspec-
tive on the dimensions under study (embeddedness, IEO, EI and innovative behaviour),
contributing to studies in the area of gender entrepreneurship in the agri-food sector.
As such, considering the above, this study aims to identify the antecedents of en-
trepreneurial activity in the agri-food sector in the region of Trás-os-Montes and Alto
Douro (TMAD) considering a gender perspective. Thus, it is intended to assess whether the
environment influences embeddedness and whether embeddedness, IEO, innovative be-
haviour and gender impact on the perceptions of feasibility and desirability as antecedents
of the entrepreneurial activity of entrepreneurs in the agri-food sector in the TMAD region.
To achieve these objectives, a model is proposed, in which the relations between
the constructs referring to embeddedness, IEO and EI are presented, with the innovative
behaviour, environment and gender control variables having been subsequently added. In
this way, and considering the dimensions under study, 13 research hypotheses have been
proposed that help in understanding complex relationships with multiple dependencies
and independence relationships between latent variables. Thus, the lessons learned from
the analysis are an asset for knowledge and the subsequent establishment of policies
that, increasingly, consider the variable gender as a nondiscriminatory factor for gender
(in)equality to prevail. The measurement instrument was applied to 249 firms in the agri-
food sector, created in the last five years. The conceptual research model was tested using
PLS structural equation modelling (PLS-SEM).
The study is structured as follows: (1) introduction, which presents the work to
be developed; (2) a literature review, which presents the theoretical framework of the
themes under study, embeddedness, IEO, EI and control variables innovative behaviour,
gender and environment, and the presentation of the model under study; (3) materials and
methods, which comprises of the presentation of methods and tools used; (4) presentation
of results and analysis, which presents the characterisation of the sample and the research
results; (5) discussion of results; and (6) conclusions, which presents the main conclusions,
as well as implications and suggestions for future research.
2. Literature Review
2.1. Social Parameters: Family, Structural and Cultural Embeddedness
The concept of embeddedness, first formulated by Polanyi [46], was recovered by
Mark Granovetter [47] in the economic sociology literature. Thus, according to Granovet-
ter [47,48], the concept of embeddedness emphasises that economic behaviour cannot be un-
derstood outside the context of its social structure, as well as social relations. He also states
that the economy is embedded in interpersonal relationships and structural embeddedness
represents the structure of a global network of relationships. Among the researchers who
have addressed the concept of structural embeddedness are the studies of Gnyawali and
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Madhavan [49], Aldrich and Cliff [50], Ahl [51], Jennings and McDougald [52], Carter and
Schwab [53], Mitchell et al. [54], Welter [42] and Hayton et al. [55].
Zukin and DiMaggio [56] define structural integration as the contextualisation of
economic exchange into continuous patterns of interpersonal relationships, but they go
further by including cognitive, cultural and political integration. These dimensions are
representative of a social context belonging to a global environment. Culture, in the form
of beliefs and ideologies, taken as assumed assumptions, or formal systems of rules, also
prescribes strategies of self-interested actors. Consequently, these, when exposed to cultural
integration, encompass the impact of institutions.
Brush, de Bruin and Welter [9] propose a new meaning for the term ‘embeddedness’,
defining it as a basic, and theoretically fundamental, component for explaining the process
of business creation and its contribution to gender difference.
Through a brief literature review, Brush et al. [9] found that business creation is almost
always approached from a perspective based on economic goals and rarely worked from
the perspective of the influence of social parameters such as: family (e.g., dual roles) [57],
household chores, culture and context [29,50,58,59].
Therefore, in order to understand the differences that exist between genders in the
process of creating a firm, we now explain the three types of embeddedness: structural,
cultural and family [9].
With regard to structural embeddedness, it is concluded that networks with more
structural openings produce better information. There is growing recognition that social
network activities and social capital play an important role in access to finance for women
business owners [60–63]. Thus, women may achieve a better level of structural embedded-
ness and thus be more likely to succeed in business start-ups [9]. However, women tend
to establish homogeneous connections [64,65]) more based on family advice rather than
professional advice, unlike men, which affects the former’s level of perceived opportu-
nity [66–68]). Similarly, another problem of structural embeddedness identified in women
is the fact that they establish predominantly female networks, which may contribute to
the noninteraction and poor development of relationships with male entrepreneurs, who
could support them in the creation of the firm [9,69–71].
As for cultural embeddedness, the authors state that it is composed of political and
institutional embeddedness. Social learning experiences are related to career decisions, and
early on, men are found to have a greater preference for entrepreneurship [51,69,72–75]).
However, social learning varies when women are raised in an entrepreneurial environment
that allows them to develop greater confidence in their entrepreneurial abilities [24,76].
Culture can also undermine women entrepreneurs when it associates them with certain
types of activities defined as feminine [9]. These stereotypes prejudice women, who are
less associated with entrepreneurial activity than their counterparts, making the path of
entrepreneurship much more difficult for them [77–79].
As entrepreneurs are integrated into family relationships, family embeddedness plays
a central role in assessing gender differences, as perceptions of the “family member’s”
desirability and feasibility may encourage or discourage their intentions to start a business
depending on the “family member’s” gender [9,29,80]. In the female world, the nature and
effects of family on entrepreneurial activity are sensitive to change according to different
institutional, social and cultural contexts [81]. Family support represents yet another
dimension of embeddedness, with women who do not receive family support seeing their
confidence in entrepreneurial activities reduced, as, by preferring to establish closer ties
with the latter, they restrict their entrepreneurial desire [9]. Similarly, if women are more
involved in household chores and have less time to build and consolidate businesses,
the feasibility of the firm created is reduced [9,82] points out some of the factors that
contribute to family role demands are the number and age of dependent children [83,84]),
the presence of older family members who require care [84], marital status [85] and the
spouse’s involvement in the business [86].
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In sum, the degree of structural, cultural and family embeddedness influences differ-
ently the entrepreneurial perceptions of feasibility and desirability of men and women,
which consequently influences the probability of creating a firm. Thus, the fact that women
represent one of the fastest growing populations of entrepreneurs worldwide and yet the
rate of business creation is still higher among men can be explained by the level of gender
embeddedness in society, which restricts some and privileges others, respectively [9].
Men and women also differ in the degree to which they have developed social contacts
(often referred to as social capital), which influences the likelihood of their efforts being
supported by others [87]. This is because the social network in which entrepreneurs are
embedded influences their ability to access scarce resources needed to operate and find
new business opportunities [88]. Previous studies reveal that, compared to men, women
perceive that they will receive less support for entrepreneurial activities, such as receiving
support from family members and access to finance [89].
2.2. Individual Entrepreneurial Orientation
The concept of entrepreneurial orientation (EO) is widely regarded as a key point
in the literature on entrepreneurship [90]. Thus, EO refers to a strategic organisational
posture that captures the specific processes, practices and activities that enable firms to
create value through their engagement in business ventures [15]. Thus, EO is a strategic
construct that reflects the extent to which firms are innovative, proactive and risk-taking in
their behavioural and management philosophies or, more concisely, are entrepreneurial in
their strategic posture [14].
The EO construct is also applied in the individual domain [91], being succinctly de-
scribed as an assessment of individual tendency towards entrepreneurship [16], embodied
in the way entrepreneurs perform actions, conducting themselves, through day-to-day
operations and through organisational tasks, seeking to achieve a feasible and desired
outcome [92]. In this sense, Kollman, Christofor and Kuckertz [93], based on Lumpkin and
Dess [15], refer to IEO alluding to the characteristics of the individual and not of the firm.
The authors claimed that individual entrepreneurial orientation (IEO) can be differentiated
by five main aspects: (i) an individual who struggles for a high degree of autonomy is more
likely to act in an entrepreneurial way; (ii) the individual’s attitude towards innovation
determines his or her entrepreneurial behaviour; (iii) risk-taking is likely to influence IEO;
(iv) the proactive individual does not fail to take advantage of business opportunities that
may arise; and (v) considers that competitive aggressiveness is similar to the need for
achievement [94] and that this also influences IEO.
Covin and Miller [95] claim that studies should be carried out to assess potential
unrecognised elements of EO. It is in this sense that Gerschewski, Lindsay and Rose [17]
conduct a qualitative study where they include a construct of individual entrepreneurial
orientation (IEO) that incorporates two emerging dimensions of IEO, entrepreneurial
passion and perseverance.
Entrepreneurial passion is a distinct emotion that is common among entrepreneurs [96],
whereby individuals who experience entrepreneurial passion have intense positive feelings
towards the entrepreneurial activities in which they are involved and a strong motivation
to follow these feelings [97]. Entrepreneurial passion can be related to the dynamics of
creating new products or services and recognising new opportunities for consolidating the
firm in the market and to the passion for business growth, being associated, again, with
the creation of new strategies for firm growth [16,96–100].
Perseverance is related to resilience and stress, i.e., the way the individual perceives
and deals with setbacks and achievements [101]. Thus, perseverance, which includes at-
tributes such as hard work, diligence and finishing whatever you start, determines the level
of effort individuals put in while pursuing their endeavours, representing their endurance
and resilience when facing setbacks and repeated failures [102]. Thus, perseverance can re-
late to present and future actions, demonstrating, once again, the impulse for the definition
of strategies based on persistence and resilience for completion and achievement of tasks
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inherent to the goals set. In this sense, the entrepreneur with a persevering behaviour can
evaluate the various alternatives that can be explored, so as not to “give up” before the
challenges, adversities and setbacks that arise throughout the cycle of the firm, striving for
its success and survival [17,19,103,104]).
Like any other economic activity, the entrepreneurial process is embedded in different
social layers, which influence the behaviour of the individual entrepreneur and, respec-
tively, the firm [105]. Neck et al. [106] state that all businesses are situated within a regional
context, which can be interpreted as an ‘entrepreneurial system’, placing the entrepreneur
in a social domain [93]. For this reason, we agree with the view that entrepreneurship is a
social act that generates social structure and order [107].
The increasing globalization of business and the growing popularity of entrepreneur-
ship worldwide has motivated researchers to examine the applicability of models originally
conceptualized in the US in other national cultural contexts [108]. Indeed, Lumpkin and
Dess [15] emphasize the importance of the environment in shaping the influence of EO,
encouraging its evaluation in other countries [90].
Considering the above, we formulated the following research hypothesis:
Hypothesis 1 (H1). The degree of embeddedness (family, structural and cultural) influences the
IEO of entrepreneurs in agri-food sector firms.
2.3. Entrepreneurial Intention
The intention to become an entrepreneur has been the subject of study over the past
decades, taking different approaches [28,29,31,75,109–119].
Entrepreneurial intention (EI) reflects an individual’s plan to eventually start a business [29,33]),
and intention has been found to be a predictor of entrepreneurial behaviour [27,120,121], fostering
the drive to start a new business [122]. It should be highlighted that the intention to perform a
certain behaviour depends on the individual’s attitudes towards this behaviour [28], with
numerous possible antecedents [123].
Among the theories of entrepreneurial intention, we highlight the entrepreneurial
event model (EEM) by Shapero and Sokol [29] and the theory of planned behaviour (TPB)
by Ajzen [28].
Regarding to the EEM, it sees the intention to start a new venture as being dependent
on three elements: (i) perceptions of desirability, which are based on sociocultural support,
and expectations of performance and results; (ii) the propensity to act; and (iii) the per-
ception of feasibility, which represents the ability and confidence to act. The presence of
role models, mentors or partners would be a decisive element in establishing the level of
entrepreneurial feasibility of the individual.
Shapero and Sokol [29] defined a structural framework that allowed exploring how
perceptions of desirability and feasibility can differently influence men and women in the
process of creating a firm. As such and continuing the work of Shapero and Sokol [29], who
address the theme of entrepreneurial intention, Brush, de Bruin and Welter [9] developed a
conceptual framework with propositions exploring perceptions of desirability and feasibil-
ity as differential antecedents between men and women in the process of creating a firm.
They also alerted to how the process of creating a start-up can be conditioned or facilitated
by family constraints and household resources (duplicity of roles) and, furthermore, how
social roles can facilitate and/or hinder a female entrepreneurial action compared to one of
the opposite gender [9].
Thus, an individual’s EI can be influenced by several factors [123] such as values,
beliefs, education [124], cultural norms [125], gender differences, past experiences or even
family members who own their own business. The intentions of an individual that lead
him/her to create a firm vary according to what he/she seeks to achieve, i.e., a person may
want to grow professionally or he/she may just seek to be more independent [126].
Studies on sociocognitive influences on entrepreneurial behaviour suggest that a
better understanding of the intentions of potential entrepreneurs at the initial stage of the
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start-up process may explain why women-led firms end up being smaller and grow more
slowly [127,128].
Intentions are thus the best predictor of planned behaviour, while expectations also
impact the growth aspirations of potential entrepreneurs and women tend to have more
complex economic and social expectations than men, who focus mainly on economic
expectations [129,130]).
Thus, the study by Brush et al. [9] aims to explore the concept of embeddedness
and the perception of how this term is highlighted in the entrepreneurship literature in
order to establish a contextually rich perspective and thus build a conceptual framework,
positioning perceptions such as desirability and feasibility as important and fundamental.
Note, that these perceptions are studied separately as considerations that need to be taken
into account, as these same considerations are influenced by the degree of embeddedness
that exists, which may explain differences in female entrepreneurship rates and subsequent
growth aspirations [9].
Considering the above, we formulated the following research hypotheses:
Hypothesis 2 (H2). The degree of embeddedness (family, structural and cultural) impacts the
perceptions of feasibility of entrepreneurial activity by entrepreneurs of agri-food firms.
Hypothesis 3 (H3). The degree of embeddedness (family, structural and cultural) impacts the
perceptions of desirability of entrepreneurial activity of entrepreneurs of agri-food firms.
Liñan et al. [31] concluded, based on an empirical study conducted with university
students, that the decision to create a firm depends not only on the perception of feasibility
and desirability, as traditional entrepreneurial intention models claim, but also on the
individual’s entrepreneurial orientation. Previous studies have identified the enduring
nature of IEO as antecedents of intention [131–133]).
Considering the above, we formulated the following research hypotheses:
Hypothesis 4 (H4). The IEO impacts the perceptions of feasibility of entrepreneurial activity
among entrepreneurs of agri-food firms.
Hypothesis 5 (H5). IEO impacts the perceptions of desirability of entrepreneurial activity among
entrepreneurs of agri-food firms.
2.4. Innovative Behaviour
Carland, Hoy, Boulton and Carland [134] state that entrepreneurs are characterized by
the search for profit and firm growth, by innovative behaviour and by the implementation
of strategic management practices, emphasizing that the business is the extension of the
individual. Thus, at the individual level, innovation combines energy, enthusiasm and
creative insight to invent and carry forward new concepts [135] and ventures. In this sense,
innovation in organisations depends on the behaviour of their human resources; thus
innovative behaviour is crucial for organizational success and survival [136].
Therefore, with regard to the concept of IB, we can consider it as the application of new
and useful ideas at work [137]. Subsequently, this concept was also described by de Jong
and den Hartog [138] and Konermann [139] as self-initiated innovative behaviour, which is
a process in which new ideas are generated, created, developed, applied, promoted, carried
out and modified to benefit job performance [136]. Also of note is the concept presented by
Kessel et al. [140] who refer to innovative behaviour as the combination of creativity and
behaviour or what can be labelled as creativity in action.
Most researchers consider individual innovative behaviour, such as the creative recom-
bination of resources to exploit opportunities, as an integral part of entrepreneurship [141].
Indeed, innovative behaviour at the individual level can be seen with a construct that is
usually located at the firm level. Lukeš and Stephan [36] define employees’ innovative
Sustainability 2021, 13, 9384 8 of 29
behaviour as behaviours through which employees generate or adopt new ideas and make
subsequent efforts to implement them.
As there are no measures that cover specific innovative behaviours during all phases
of the innovation process, while at the same time allowing for the inclusion of the general
population, a new measure of innovative behaviour at work, the innovative behaviour
inventory (IBI), was established [36]. This scale seeks to perceive and understand both the
aspects of generating, seeking and communicating ideas, and their implementation encom-
passing preparatory activities, the involvement of others and overcoming obstacles [142],
allowing one to build more refined models and to define hypotheses about innovative
behaviour. Importantly, understanding differences in innovative behaviour can be used
fruitfully in the study of entrepreneurship, aiming to highlight facets of the innovation
process that might otherwise be overlooked [36].
The process of innovation at work originates either from the independent creation of
a new idea [143] or from the search for new ideas [144]). Thus, the idea search perspective
is consistent with the findings that entrepreneurial and innovative activities can be based
on the investigation of existing knowledge sources [145]. Note that both idea creation and
idea search can be seen as valid paths to entrepreneurship [146].
Successful innovation requires that new ideas are put into practice and implemented
(e.g., [35,147]), but there is a need for feedback from managers, in the case of employees,
partners/collaborators or entrepreneurs. Thus, an important aspect of innovative behaviour
is to communicate the idea to colleagues, partners/collaborators and other responsible
people to receive their feedback [148].
Idea implementation typically involves the appointment of an innovation champion—
a key individual who takes responsibility for implementing the idea [138,149,150]. The
innovation champion initiates implementation activities by preparing plans for imple-
mentation. This involves anticipating problems and proactively developing contingency
plans [151], as well as acquiring funds and resources [38].
As one involves others in implementation, one communicates a vision of what the
innovation involves and displays enthusiasm and confidence about the idea [150].
One of the main challenges in the implementation phase is to overcome obstacles,
barriers and resistance [150]. This is achieved by adapting the idea or implementation
plans until a product, service or process has been improved and used in the organization,
and thus, the innovation outcomes have been achieved.
Frequently studied topics include individual characteristics such as motivation [138],
contextual antecedents [138,152], EO [153,154], EI [152] and organizational culture [155].
In this sense, the following research hypotheses are proposed:
Hypothesis 6 (H6). Innovative behaviour impacts the IEO of entrepreneurs of firms in the
agri-food sector.
Hypothesis 7 (H7). Innovative behaviour impacts the perceptions of feasibility of entrepreneurs of
firms in the agri-food sector.
Hypothesis 8 (H8). Innovative behaviour impacts the perceptions of desirability of entrepreneurs
of firms in the agri-food sector.
2.5. Gender and Environment
In modern economic theories, entrepreneurship is seen as the main tool for generating
change, through which sustainable economic development is achieved. Although this view
is often focused on urban areas, nowadays, entrepreneurship is also seen as a powerful
driver for sustainable rural development [7,156]). Thus, Welter [55] states that economic
behaviour can be better understood within its historical, temporal, institutional, spatial,
and social context.
Women’s demand for a leading role in the labour market leads them to have a pres-
ence in different sectors through entrepreneurship. In this regard, Mroczek-Dąbrowska
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and Gaweł [157] conducted a study where they sought to understand the gender gap in
entrepreneurship by comparing the determinants of women’s entry into entrepreneurial
activities in male- and female-dominated industries, and it is noteworthy that the results
clearly indicate that there are significant differences between these types of activities. Male-
dominated industries are highly affected by industry-specific determinants, while such
dependencies are less observable among female-dominated industries.
The female gender is naturally endowed with ideas and willingness to change, but
the barriers that are opposed to them represent an impediment to their realisation. Studies
worldwide [158] confirm that this picture is slowly changing taking into account the more,
or less, rapid changes in the economic, social and cultural contexts in different territories.
According to Brush et al. [129], what we have highlighted above fits into the meso
context, where they emphasise intermediate structures/institutions, such as Trade As-
sociations and Women Entrepreneurs’ Associations, which may facilitate the access of
women entrepreneurs to the infrastructures and resources available in a given environment.
The same authors consider the macro level as the norms and behaviours of a society in
individuals and organisations.
If we focus on the macro level, Driga et al. [43] also make some considerations regard-
ing the normative dimension of a country’s institutional profile. The normative dimension
is understood as the social norms, values, beliefs and assumptions about human nature
and human behaviour that are socially shared and carried out by individuals in a given
country [5]. In the case of entrepreneurship, the normative dimension “measures the
degree to which a country’s residents admire entrepreneurial activity, creativity in value
creation, and innovative thinking” [159] (p. 995) and the degree of tolerance and acceptance
of entrepreneurial failure. The social consequences of business failure, e.g., social shame,
play an important role in the decision to become an entrepreneur. As noted by Vaillant and
Lafuente [160], there is a greater likelihood of individuals being deterred from becoming
entrepreneurs if they are embedded in regions with high levels of social stigma towards
failure. On the other hand, there is a higher probability of the adult population engaging
in entrepreneurial activities in regions that have higher tolerance for failure.
The normative component of a country’s institutional profile can affect the activity
levels of women and men differently. If, due to stereotypical images of women in society,
they are not seen as possessing the characteristics associated with entrepreneurship, their
efforts may not be admired and valued to the same extent as those of men. Following the
same line of reasoning, due to socially instituted stereotypes, the social consequences of the
failure of a given business may be different for male and female entrepreneurs. As indicated
by a female entrepreneur interviewed in Shabbir and Di Gregorio [161] (p. 516) “if a man
fails, people accept it. If a woman fails, people ridicule”. According to Driga et al. [43],
the existing negative relationship between fear of failure and act of entrepreneurship is
stronger in the case of women.
According to Greenhaus and Beutell (1985) [162], there are three main ways in which
the work–family conflict can manifest itself: (a) time based; (b) tension based; and (c)
behaviour based. These forms of conflict are consistent with a perspective of role scarcity
in which it is assumed that each individual has a certain amount of time and energy [163],
such that time and energy spent in one domain are unavailable for use in the other. In
other words, the greater the demands on one of the roles, the greater the energy and time
required for the performance of that role; therefore, the probability of conflict between the
two roles increases substantially. Consequently, the demands of the family role and the
demands of the professional role are positively correlated with work–family conflict [58].
Burt [164] concluded that family is a catalyst rather than a cause. Throughout their
lives, entrepreneurs as well as non-entrepreneurs are equally likely to marry, have children,
divorce or remarry, yet when a woman experiences one of these events, the likelihood of her
becoming an entrepreneur increases. The family factor does not seem to predict whether or
not a woman becomes an entrepreneur but rather when she becomes an entrepreneur.
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In a study conducted by Jonathan [165], it was highlighted that, although the dual
roles are a rather complex issue for women, and more specifically for mothers, they showed
better levels of well-being and satisfaction than those who do not work [166,167]. According
to Cherlin [166], a life that contemplates work and motherhood brings satisfaction and a
sense of fulfilment. The multiplicity of roles is thus considered one of the characteristics
attributed to women, because, as observers of female behaviour have pointed out, women
have the ability to think and do several things at the same time.
Considering the above, we formulated the following research hypotheses:
Hypothesis 9 (H9). The environment influences the degree of embeddedness (family, structural
and cultural) of the entrepreneurial activity among entrepreneurs of agri-food firms.
Hypothesis 10 (H10). Gender influences the degree of embeddedness (family, structural and
cultural) among entrepreneurs of agri-food firms.
Hypothesis 11 (H11). Gender influences on the IEO among entrepreneurs of agri-food firms.
Hypothesis 12 (H12). Gender influences on feasibility perceptions among entrepreneurs of agri-
food firms.
Hypothesis 13 (H13). Gender influences desirability perceptions among entrepreneurs of agri-food firms.
2.6. Research Model
According to the objective outlined and the research hypotheses based on the literature
review presented in the previous sections, the conceptual research model presented in
Figure 1 is proposed. This model was based on the articulation and incorporation of
dimensions addressed in the studies of Brush, de Bruin and Welter [9], incorporating
dimensions based on: (i) Shapero and Sokol [29], Liñán and Chen [168]—entrepreneurial
intention, EI; (ii) Santos, Marques and Ferreira [21] based on Bolton and Lane [91], Cardon
et al. [97] and Gerschewski, Lindsay and Rose [17] for entrepreneurial orientation EO; and
(iii) Lukeš and Stephan [36] for innovative behaviour.
Figure 1. Conceptual research model.
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Thus, taking into account the literature review conducted for this purpose, we propose
the following research model (Figure 1).
3. Materials and Methods
3.1. Sample and Procedure
The measurement instrument used in this study was a questionnaire administered
online and on paper, between April and August 2018 in Portuguese agri-food firms
in the region of Trás-os-Montes and Alto Douro, created in the last 5 years, obtaining
249 responses. Potential respondents were contacted via email and in person, using infor-
mation collected from the TMAD intermunicipal communities’ database of 400 agri-food
firms. A total of 249 completed questionnaires were obtained, for a response rate of 62.3%.
The sample in the study consists of 40.6% women and 54.6% with higher education. The
firms included in the study are mainly microfirms (63.2%), with a further 28.9% categorised
as small to medium-sized firms and 7.9% as medium-sized firms. The entrepreneurs’ sector
of activity included the following: fruit (16.9%), wine (16.1%), animal production (9.2%),
dried fruit (7.2%), smoked products (5.6%), honey (4.4%), olive oil (4%) and milk (1.6%),
among others (e.g., jams and mushrooms [34.9%]).
In line with other studies (e.g., [24]), we adopt an ex ante perspective to explore
entrepreneurial intentions and regard these intentions as a good predictor for actually
doing a business [114,124,169,170], i.e., to assess entrepreneurial activity (entrepreneurship).
Thus, we asked the entrepreneurs to situate themselves at the time they were thinking of
starting their business and then to answer the entrepreneurial intentions items.
The questionnaire consists of: (a) sociodemographic questions; (b) a series of questions
associated with individual entrepreneurial orientation; (c) a series that aims to measure the
entrepreneurial intention of these entrepreneurs; (d) another series of questions associated
with embeddedness; (e) a series of 20 questions associated with innovative behaviour; and,
finally, (f) a series of 10 questions on a 7-point Likert scale which reflects the environment
or context [43,161,171,172], as shown in Table 1.
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Sustainability 2021, 13, 9384 12 of 29
Data were assessed using uni- and multi-variate statistical techniques, such as struc-
tural equation modelling for the evaluation of the proposed conceptual model.
3.2. Analysis Method
SEM-PLS [177,178]) was used to estimate the proposed structural model using the
SmartPLS 3.0 software [179].
The proposed model consists of 4 constructs: embeddedness; IEO; EI-feasibility; and
EI-desirability, with the addition of some control variables/constructs, namely: innovative
behaviour; environment (context); and gender.
Since this is a reflexive model with second-order constructs, its adjustment was
performed in two steps. In the first step, the psychometric properties of the first-order
subconstructs that are part of a higher order construct were assessed, and the respective
structural coefficients (scores) of the resulting latent variables were determined. In a second
step, the second-order constructs were replaced by first-order constructs whose manifest
variables are the scores previously calculated.
To assess the psychometric properties of the constructs under study, the recommen-
dations mentioned by Hair et al. [180], and Gefen et al. [181] were followed. Thus, the
reliability of the indicators [182], the factor validity [183] through Cronbach’s α and com-
posite reliability (CF) [184], the convergent validity [183] and the discriminant validity [184]
were assessed. In general, construct reliability is considered adequate if FC ≥ 0.7. Factor
validity occurs when the specification of the items of a given construct is correct (i.e., the
items measure the factor that is intended to be measured) and is usually assessed by stan-
dardised factor loadings. It is usual to assume in PLS-SEM that if the standardised factor
values of all items are greater than or equal to 0.7, the factor exhibits factor validity [185].
Convergent validity occurs when the items that are reflective of a factor strongly saturate
in that factor, i.e., the behaviour of these items is essentially explained by that factor [184].
Fornell and Larcker [184] proposed to assess convergent validity through the average
variance extracted (AVE). AVE values above 0.5 are indicative of adequate convergent
validity. The existence of discriminant validity was assessed using the method of Fornell
and Larcker [184], who state that the most accurate test consists of comparing the values of
the average variance extracted from a given factor with the square root of the correlation
between factors. The values of the AVE square root of the factors should be greater than
the values of the correlation between them.
4. Results and Analysis
4.1. Evaluation of the Psychometric Properties of the Latent Variables of Embeddedness,
IEO and IB
As can be seen from Tables A1–A3 (Appendix A), the latent variable of embeddedness
consists of three first-order subconstructs out of a total of twelve manifest variables: four in
cultural embeddedness, four in structural embeddedness and four in family embeddedness.
The latent variable of the final IEO was represented by a total of 12 manifest variables,
divided into five first-order subconstructs, with two belonging to risk taking, three to
innovativeness, two to proactivity, two to passion and three to perseverance. Finally,
the innovative behaviour was composed by a total of twenty manifest variables in six
first-order subconstructs (three in idea generation, three in idea search, four in idea commu-
nication, three in implementation starting activities, three in involving others and four in
overcoming obstacles).
The reliability of the constructs under analysis was ensured with CR values higher
than 0.802 (>0.70). Almost all items of the various dimensions had loadings above 0.7,
and the ones with values slightly below 0.7 were kept, because they did not influence
the reliability and convergent validity of the respective constructs, thus confirming factor
validity. The values of the average variance extracted (AVE) fit within the recommended
interval (>0.50), thus ensuring convergent validity [183].
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The values of the square root of the AVE of the factors proved to be higher than
the values of the correlation between them, which is true for the factors under study, as
can be seen in the Tables A4–A6; thus, there is discriminant validity for the previously
mentioned subconstructs.
After determining the scores of the first-order subconstructs mentioned above, these
were used as manifest variables in the models to be tested.
4.2. Measurement Model (Outer Model)
To determine the measurement model, the reliability of the model constructs, factor
validity, convergent validity and discriminant validity were assessed, also following the
recommendations mentioned by Hair et al. [180], and Gefen et al. [181].
As can be seen from Table A7, the latent variable of Embeddedness, was left with
three manifest variables, IEO with five manifest variables, EI-Feasibility with five manifest
variables and EI-Desirability with six manifest variables.
The reliability of the constructs belonging to the model (embeddedness, IEO, EI-
desirability and EI-feasibility) was also ensured based on Table A7, with the minimum
value of CR being 0.839 (>0.70), thus ensuring construct reliability. Factor validity was
assessed through the analysis of the factor loadings, which, in general, were higher than
0.7, thus confirming the factor validity [185]. It should be noted that, in the case where the
factorial loadings were less than 0.7, namely risk taking (0.511) in the IEO construct, we
decided to retain it for theoretical reasons and because it did not influence the reliability
and convergent validity of the respective construct. Convergent validity was assessed by
determining the AVE value, which was higher than 0.516 (>0.50) for all constructs, thus
ensuring convergent validity [183].
The discriminant validity was also assessed, as the values of the square root of the
factors’ AVEs were higher than their correlation, which is the case for the various constructs
under analysis, as shown in Table A8.
4.3. Structural Model (Inner Model)
The evaluation of the PLS model is based on predictive measures that are nonpara-
metric [186]. The structural model is assessed primarily by the R2 of the endogenous latent
variable [186] but also by the effect size f2 [187].
The predictive ability of the model was analysed using the R2, using the PLS algorithm
function of SmartPLS 3.0, and the R2 statistic of the endogenous variables in the model
was calculated. As can be inferred from Table 2, the R2 value of IEO was 0.503, that of EI-
feasibility was 0.372, that of EI-desirability 0.362 and that of embeddedness 0.224; therefore,
all were higher than the acceptable cut-off point of 0.1 [188].
Table 2. Size of the effects of predictor variables on endogenous variables.
Path R2 f2 f2 Effect
Embeddedness→ IEO 0.503 0.047 Small
Embeddedness→ EI Feasibility 0.372 0.027 Small
Embeddedness→ EI Desirability 0.362 0.022 Small
IEO→ EI Feasibility 0.372 0.033 Small
IEO→ EI Desirability 0.362 0.096 Small
Environment→ Embeddedness 0.224 0.287 Medium
IB→ IEO 0.503 0.781 Large
IB→ EI Feasibility 0.372 0.122 Small
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Table 2. Cont.
Path R2 f2 f2 Effect
IB→ EI Desirability 0.362 0.046 Small
Gender→ Embeddedness 0.224 0.001 -
Gender→ IEO 0.503 0.035 Small
Gender→ EI Feasibility 0.372 0.026 Small
Gender→ EI Desirability 0.362 0.011 -
Effect size (f2) complements R2 and considers the relative impact of a particular
exogenous variable on an endogenous variable through changes in R2 [187]. Cohen [187]
suggests f2 values of 0.02, 0.15 and 0.35 for small, medium and large effects of the predictive
variables. For the model under analysis, it is possible to contact through Table 2 that the
largest effect occurs between IB and IEO with an f2 value of 0.781. It is worth noting the
existence of a medium effect (0.287) between environment and embeddedness.
The predictive relevance of the model was also assessed through the Stone–Geisser Q2
statistic [189,190]. This procedure was carried out following the blindfolding resampling
approach (considering seven to be the default distance), and in this way, the predictive
power of the model was examined [191,192]). The Q2 value was found to be greater than
zero in all constructs, thus suggesting the predictive relevance of the model [186].
Figure 2 shows the SmartPLS output of the model with control variables, with the R2
values within the endogenous latent variables, the regression coefficients of the structural
model (inner model), as well as the representation of all items represented in the model
with their respective factor loadings (outer model).
Figure 2. Output of the structural model in SmartPLS.
4.4. Hypotheses and Research Questions
Table 3 shows the results of the formulated research hypotheses. As can be inferred
from the evaluation of the structural model, embeddedness influences IEO
(βIEO.Emb = 0.158; p = 0.002) thus supporting Hypothesis 1.
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As for embeddedness, it has a significant influence on EI-feasibility (βEIf.Emb = 0.139;
p = 0.007), thus supporting Hypothesis 2.
The impact of embeddedness on EI-desirability is felt in a direct way (βEId.Emb = 0.126;
p = 0.037), supporting Hypothesis 3 and in an indirect way (βEId.Emb|IEO = 0.056; p = 0.003)
mediated through IEO.
IEO has a statistically significant impact on EI-feasibility (βEIf.IEO = 0.203; p = 0.034)
supporting Hypothesis 4, and there is a significant impact between IEO and EI-desirability
(βEId.IEO = 0.351; p < 0.001), supporting Hypothesis 5.
Hypothesis 6 shows the existence of a significant influence of the IB in the IEO
(βIEO.IB = 0.649; p < 0.001).
Regarding to the influence of IB on EI-feasibility, both the direct effect (βEIf.IB = 0.384;
p < 0.001) and its mediated effect through IEO (βEIf.IB|IEO = 0.132; p = 0.039) are significant,
supporting Hypothesis 7.
The direct relationship between IB and EI-desirability also proved to be significant
(βEId.IB = 0.238; p = 0.002), and a significant influence mediated by IEO (βEId.IB|IEO = 0.228;
p < 0.001) is also found to be significant; therefore, Hypothesis 8 is supported.
With regard to Hypothesis 9, it is found to be supported, as the surrounding environ-
ment or context significantly impacts embeddedness (βEmb.Env = 0.472; p < 0.001).
The last four research hypotheses aim to gauge the impact of the control variable
referring to gender on the constructs of embeddedness, IEO and EI. Table 3 shows that
gender does not influence embeddedness (βEmb.Gen = (–)0.022; p = 0.693); thus, there is no
support for Hypothesis 10. With regard to the impact of gender on IEO, significance was
found (βIEO.Gen = 0.132; p = 0.003), with the same occurring in the relationship between
gender and EI-feasibility (βEIf.Gen = 0.129; p = 0.013), thus showing the existence, for this
level of significance, of support for Hypotheses 11 and 12, respectively. As for Hypothe-
sis 13, which assesses the impact between gender and EI-desirability (βEId.Gen = 0.086;
p = 0.159), it is not supported, although it did show a significant indirect influence
(βEId.Gen|IEO = 0.046; p = 0.009) through the IEO.
Table 3. Analysis of the hypotheses under study.
Path B p HypothesisSupported?
H1: Embeddedness→ IEO 0.158 ** 0.002 Yes
H2: Embeddedness→ EI Feasibility 0.139 ** 0.007 Yes
H3: Embeddedness→ EI Desirability 0.126 * 0.037 Yes
H4: IEO→ EI Feasibility 0.203 * 0.034 Yes
H5: IEO→ EI Desirability 0.351 *** <0.001 Yes
H6: IB→ IEO 0.649 *** <0.001 Yes
H7: IB→ EI Feasibility 0.384 *** <0.001 Yes
H8: IB→ EI Desirability 0.238 ** 0.002 Yes
H9: Environment→ Embeddedness 0.472 *** <0.001 Yes
H10: Gender→ Embeddedness −0.022 ns 0.693 No
H11: Gender→ IEO 0.132 ** 0.003 Yes
H12: Gender→ EI Feasibility 0.129 * 0.013 Yes
H13: Gender→ EI Desirability 0.086 ns 0.110 No
Note: *** p < 0.001; ** 0.001 ≤ p < 0.010; * 0.010 ≤ p < 0.050; ns (not supported) p ≥ 0.050.
5. Discussion
Taking into account the proposed aims and the results achieved with the research
model under study, we can conclude that the dimensions of embeddedness (cultural,
structural and family), the IEO, the EI, and the perceptions of feasibility and desirability
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are predictors of entrepreneurial activity. Gender influences IEO and EI feasibility in
entrepreneurs of agri-food sector firms in a predominantly rural region. As for the analysis
of the proposed model, eleven of the thirteen hypotheses were statistically supported,
validating the paths and relationships between the dimensions under study.
In the discussion of the results of the structural model, we focus on the results obtained
in the adjustment of the proposed model. However, considering the complexity of the
model, we performed an analysis which considers the personal factors or characteristics,
such as gender and the size of the IEO, as these are characteristics intrinsic to the individual
and which may be influenced or shaped by external factors such as the context, i.e., the
environment and embeddedness.
In this sense, it can be concluded that embeddedness, mainly in the structural compo-
nent, impacts the IEO (Hypothesis 1), despite presenting a small effect, interconnecting
as two constructs that boost entrepreneurial intention. Thus, this issue may be related to
the fact that the sector under study is the agri-food sector, in which there is numerous
support and advice promoted by farmers’ confederations and associations. In Portugal,
there is a strong cooperative relationship at the sector level which impacts, among oth-
ers, the advance planning of projects (proactivity) [193,194]). In addition, the study of
Marcati et al. [195], who concluded that the cognitive style and the readiness to engage
with constant changes in the social environment are crucial for each organisation, pointed
out advantages by individuals who have a creative cognitive style and the propensity for
risk taking.
Concerning the influence of embeddedness on perceptions of the feasibility of en-
trepreneurial intention (Hypothesis 2), which represent the ability and confidence to act,
we find that it is significant. This can possibly be explained by the role of organisations
and how public policies can influence entrepreneurial intentions, as well as the impact of
national, regional, professional and corporate culture on changes in individual attitudes
towards entrepreneurship [113]. However, embeddedness influences perceptions of the
feasibility of entrepreneurial intention, i.e., it has statistical significance when mediated by
IEO [131–133]).
Regarding the path of embeddedness for entrepreneurial intention—perceptions of
desirability (Hypothesis 3), which shows a small effect—we infer that it is statistically
significant in a direct way, as well as mediated by the IEO. In this sense, perceptions of
desirability are based on sociocultural support, performance expectations and outcomes,
where the social and cultural environment may have an effect on the intentions that result
in choosing an entrepreneurial career [29]. Factors such as family, peer group, ethnicity,
educational and professional background are likely to influence the decision to become
an entrepreneur [196]. It should also be noted that personal ties with an entrepreneurial
network through family, social or professional relationships are considered important for
an entrepreneurial career [197].
Concerning the paths between the IEO and the EI perceptions of feasibility (Hypothesis 4)
and desirability (Hypothesis 5), it is possible to infer that the trajectory between the IEO and
the perception of desirability has a medium effect and the trajectory between the IEO and
the perception of feasibility has a small effect, with significant relationships. These findings
corroborate the study of Bolton and Lane [91], for whom measuring individuals’ desire to
become entrepreneurs provides variables for current research comparing the strength of
IEO to EI.
With regard to the relationship between innovative behaviour and IEO (Hypothesis 6),
we find that it has a large effect, being preponderant both in the direct impact it presents
and when it acts as a mediator of the relationship between embeddedness and IEO. These
data are in agreement, for example, with Lumpkin and Dess [15] when referring to
innovative behaviours.
Regarding the impact that innovative behaviour has on the perceived feasibility of EI
(Hypothesis 7) and desirability (Hypothesis 8), it is possible to infer that the relationships
are significant. Although there are no studies that relate innovative behaviour to EI, there
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are several studies that correlate innovative behaviour with creativity [143], and creativity
is associated with entrepreneurial intention [198]; therefore, the relationship between these
two constructs is thus an added value for research.
With regard to the environment, we found that it has a significant impact on embed-
dedness (Hypothesis 9) [7,199], which is corroborated, among others, by the studies of
Piacentino et al. [200], who states that there are important differences associated with the
degree of urbanisation of the regions where new firms are located regarding the replicative
and innovative behaviour in the formation of new businesses. Reference should also
be made to the study by Portela et al. [201], where it is pointed out that the firm’s loca-
tion factor is important for the success or failure of a business, i.e., there are variations
along the rural versus urban and local versus central axis. Brush et al. [129] state that
intermediate structures facilitate access to the infrastructures and resources available in a
given environment.
As far as the path between gender and embeddedness (Hypothesis 10) is concerned,
this is not significant. A possible explanation for this fact has to do with the inherent
masculinization of the agri-food sector and the change of roles that has been gradually
occurring, largely as a result of factors such as greater schooling on the part of women or the
change of women’s roles within the family, professionally and in the public sphere. Thus, gender
is dynamic, and the hegemony between men and women is always contestable [202–204]).
The results suggest that gender influences IEO, with a greater impact on men, thus
supporting the studies by Lim and Envick [205], Goktan and Gupta [206] and Fellnhofer
et al. (2016) [207].
In relation to the paths between gender and the perceptions of feasibility (Hypothesis 12)
and desirability (Hypothesis 13) of the EI, these are significant paths, thus indicating that gender
impacts the intention to become an entrepreneur. This corroborates the studies showing
that men, compared to women, consider entrepreneurship more desirable than other
careers [51,72,74,75].
6. Conclusions
Considering that the objective of this study is to identify the antecedents of en-
trepreneurial activity in the agri-food sector in the TMAD region, taking into account
a gender perspective, the data and results presented in the previous section show that
the model is statistically robust and has a good fit. This model allows us to contribute to
the development of the themes of embeddedness, IEO and IE. By integrating the control
variables, it was possible to foster the development of new perspectives and paths, taking
into account the gender perspective.
In conclusion, and as an answer to the proposed objective, we concluded that, in
our study, embeddedness, IEO, IB and gender (for EI-feasibility) serve as predecessors or
predictors of entrepreneurial intention. It should also be noted that the IEO serves as a
mediating variable between embeddedness, IB and gender in both paths, i.e., gender only
precedes EI-desirability, when mediated by the IEO.
The importance of context, integrating the dimensions of embeddedness and environ-
ment, to understand the success and failure of any business is not new, but this understand-
ing remains incomplete. Context is not only a careful description of a social setting but it
encompasses everything from spatial to institutional and temporal settings. In this sense,
the role of context in the subject of entrepreneurship has often been neglected [42,118].
It should also be noted that, by analysing the cultural embeddedness dimension,
we can conclude that the stereotypes associated with women still persist, corroborating
the studies which claim that the path for women entrepreneurs in the agri-food sector is
more difficult [78,79,208,209]. We also verified the persistence of social stigma regarding
women’s failure, this being a factor of ridicule and shame, converging with previous
studies [43,159,160,210]. This fact may be related to the environment under study, the fact
that it is a rural region, more provided to social closure and cultural weight.
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Regarding family embeddedness, the number and age of dependent children and the
presence of older family members who require care [84] contribute to the demands of the
family role [209,211–213]. At this point, this sample, despite being composed of traditional
families, i.e., married individuals with children, has the particularity that 30.1% of the
entrepreneurs are in charge of ascendants.
Women were the ones who most felt that their work interfered with the time they
should spend with their families, which corroborates previous studies [58,162,163], which
state that when we spend too much time and energy in one domain, the other domain
is neglected, increasing the likelihood of conflict between the family role and the profes-
sional demands.
In relation to the IEO, the proposed scale was tested with the emerging dimensions of
passion and perseverance, which, in addition to being influenced by embeddedness, is a
good predictor of the perceived desirability of the EI and mediator between embeddedness
and EI. Thus, the decision to become an entrepreneur is embedded in the process of
identifying opportunities, being influenced by culture, which is embedded in various social
layers that influence the individual entrepreneur’s behaviour [105].
Considering the complexity of the model, we perform an analysis that focuses on the
personal factors or characteristics, such as gender, IB and IEO dimensions, as these are
characteristics intrinsic to the individual and that can be influenced or shaped by external
factors such as the context, i.e., the environment and embeddedness.
Within the agri-food sector and in recent years, women have become more involved
and more likely to assume active and equal roles in agricultural and livestock farms and
thus increasingly perform tasks that are associated with masculinity. Still of note, women
are perceived by others as more masculine when performing these tasks, although there are
fewer studies that focus on the association between women’s involvement in the agri-food
sector and women’s own perceptions of their gender, i.e., how masculine or feminine they
feel [78].
The results obtained have theoretical and practical implications. Regarding the theoret-
ical implications, the evidence resulting from the creation/adaptation of two measurement
instruments, embeddedness (structural, cultural and family) and individual entrepreneurial
orientation, opens a new research path within the area of innovation and entrepreneurship,
allowing for an increase in the knowledge on these two topics.
Regarding the practical implications, the conceptual model allows for the understand-
ing of how broader socioeconomic, structural, cultural and family factors, mediated or not
by IEO, promote the entrepreneurial process.
The deficit of entrepreneurial achievement on the part of rural women is further
exacerbated by the practical as well as ideological and cultural barriers that women face.
Further, in a rural setting when starting a business, social biases persist on the distribution
of gender roles in the family and occupational field, gender stereotyped social images
of the entrepreneur, gender-based inequalities in access to development resources (e.g.,
finance and training) and the stigma women are still afflicted with, namely, failure.
This study has provided empirically verified evidence that it is important to continue
working and defining integrative policies and strategies that promote gender equality and
avoid the segregation and stratification inherent to being a woman. In this context, we
should continue to deepen our knowledge in this area, in order to understand the role of
context (environment) in entrepreneurship.
At this point, it becomes fundamental to state some of the limitations found in this
study, so that future research can provide another view, not only of how the variables relate
and interact with each other but also how to reflect on which variables become relevant to
include and which other contexts can be explored.
Given the complexity of some of the multivariate statistical techniques applied, it
would be important to increase the number of samples so that we can extract other rela-
tionships between the dimensions and be able to treat specific subsamples.
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Given the scarcity of studies involving or exploring the relationships/connections
between the dimensions under study from a gender perspective, the discussion of the topic
and respective conclusions are not yet widely supported and reflected in the literature. A
limitation that we may point out to the study is the fact that the sample was limited to a
single activity sector, which is also seen as an opportunity for future lines of research.
In the future, it is our aim to carry out research through interviews in which we can
interpret in direct speech the play of dual roles in the motivation to become entrepreneurs
and assess the measures of the success of women entrepreneurs in Portugal.
In short, considering the limitations set out in this article, we believe that these may
make up a vein of opportunities for future work.
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Appendix A
Table A1. Reliability and validity of the embeddedness subdimensions.



















Note: *** p < 0.001.
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Table A2. Reliability and validity of the IEO subdimensions.



















0.903 0.838 0.757Pr4 0.892 ***
Pr5 0.904 ***
Note: *** p < 0.001.
Table A3. Reliability and validity of the IB subdimensions.
Items Factor Loadings CR α Cronbach AVE
IDEAGEN—Idea generation
IDEAGEN1 0.879 ***














0.930 0.887 0.816IMPL2 0.902 ***
IMPL3 0.881 ***
Sustainability 2021, 13, 9384 21 of 29
Table A3. Cont.
Items Factor Loadings CR α Cronbach AVE
INVOL—Involving others
INVOL1 0.741 ***








Note: *** p < 0.001.
Table A4. Square root of the AVE and correlations matrix of the embeddedness dimensions.
(1) (2) (3)
(1) Cultural Embeddedness 0.755
(2) Structural Embeddedness 0.563 0.710
(3) Family Embeddedness 0.414 0.490 0.737
Note: Square root of AVE (in bold on diagonal).
Table A5. Square root of the AVE and correlations matrix of the IEO dimensions.
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)
(1) Risk Taking 0.907
(2) Innovativeness 0.501 0.820
(3) Proactivity 0.286 0.489 0.870
(4) Passion 0.082 0.325 0.479 0.897
(5) Perseverance 0.247 0.387 0.579 0.513 0.870
Note: Square root of AVE (in bold on diagonal).
Table A6. Square root of the AVE and correlations matrix of the IB dimensions.
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)
(1) IDEAGEN 0.857
(2) IDEASEA 0.680 0.877
(3) IDEACOM 0.529 0.625 0.832
(4) IMPL 0.528 0.421 0.612 0.903
(5) INVOL 0.663 0.546 0.607 0.645 0.840
(6) OVERC 0.625 0.532 0.447 0.466 0.635 0.842
Note: on the diagonal are the square root values of AVE.
Table A7. Reliability and validity of the model’s constructs.
Items Factor Loadings CR α Cronbach AVE
Embeddedness
Cultural Embeddedness 0.850 ***
0.851 0.742 0.657Structural Embeddedness 0.854 ***
Family Embeddedness 0.722 ***
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Table A7. Cont.
Items Factor Loadings CR α Cronbach AVE
IEO































0.886 0.806 0.722Env8 0.886 ***
Env9 0.868 ***
Note: *** p < 0.001.
Table A8. Correlations and discriminant validity of the latent variables of the measurement model.
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)
(1) EI_Desirability 0.827
(2) EI_Feasibility 0.642 0.836
(3) Embeddedness 0.302 0.304 0.811
(4) Environment 0.323 0.196 0.473 0.850
(5) IB 0.503 0.549 0.269 0.306 0.802
(6) IEO 0.560 0.519 0.328 0.350 0.680 0.768
Note: on the diagonal are the square root values of AVE.
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